Rpite 12 - m<i Receivef Raad 
Frederick, Md . 21701 

March 6, 1977 

Mr. Jack Kershaw 
3710 Leland Ave. 

Nashville, Tenn. 37204 

Dear Mr. Kershaw: 

A news story in this morning ! s Washington Post including direct and indirect quotations 
of you troubles iae deeply in a number of ways, from the saying about fools rushing in 
to the finding of the sixth circuit court of appeals about lawyers seeking to commer- 
cialize a sensational case. One of the reasons I write is to ascertain the accuracy 
of the words attributed to you. 

I want you to understand that what is attributed to you is defamatory of Jim Lesar 
and me for certain and probably of Bud Fensterwald. This is where you say Ray was 
not permitted to testify under oath about his conspiracy claims nor to name con- 
spirators.* 1 

Aside from the wisdom of these remarks when the charge is murder one, which does not 
require that Jimmy be the shooter, I want you to know that Ray repeatedly rebuffed 
all my extensive efforts to pursue this line with him in the course of the extraordi- 
narily extensive work I did for him as his investigator. I also have correspondence 
with him and others on this. One element relates to a certain telephone number that 
all his enemies had and he steadfastly refused to give to his own defense. 

During the evidentiary hearing there was no morning, no latter how late at night I 
worked, that I was not at the marshal’s holding cell by the time Jinany was there. 

There was almost no morning, no matter how far into the night Jim Lesar worked, that 
he did not follow me there. Most days I left when Jim arrived so I could do other 
work. We spent many lunch breaks with Jimmy. Moreover, the marshal arranged for his 
staff to work overtime so we could spend at least an hour with Jimmy each day after 
court. This went on for the better part of two weeks. There is nothing Jimmy wanted 
to say that he could not have said. There is much that I wanted him to say in his own 
interest that he refused to say. And if you want me to produce his written explana- 
tion, that he tells lawyers only what he thinks they should know, I can do that. This 
attitude extended to his investigator. It cost me much time and money and inhibited 
his defense. 

As a matter of fact, without consulting with his defense, Jimmy did file allegations 
of conspiracy and conspirators in court. You have not bothered to familiarize your- 
self with the case or the facts of the prior litigation, apparently because this is 
not a precondition of nationwide attention. If you had, you would know of this and 
of the fact that when the press checked his allegations out they weee found to be 
totally without basis. 

Jimmy told me he had not made those charges from personal knowledge. Do you now *a»t 
the committee to confront him with this, under oath? 

Jimmy has every reason in the world to feel despair. The system of justice for him 
has been a system of injustice. He also is the victim of a campaign intended to in- 
terfere with his ability to help himself, conditions of confinement almost without 
precedent. Only those who have known him can perceive the changes brought about in 
him, particularly in his thinking. 

However, this gives neither him, if you quote him accurately, nor you any right to 
defame those of us who have spent countless thousands of unpaid hours in an effort to 
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I await your written apology for your defaming of me. 

If I am asked about any of this by the press I will, of course, tell the truth. A 
f airly large number of reporters who did investigate -Jimmy ’s earlier representations 
about conspirators and found them without substance already know. A large number of 
reporters know the amount of work Jim Lesar and I have done without pay and at our 
own expense. Four reporters, all with major papers, know of the 1970 Department of 
Justice offer to Jimmy. 

For Jinsny's sake and yours, I do hope there are no inquiries. 

If is difficult for me to imagine how you could have done more to damage Jimmy and 
to hurt and interfere with what I had regarded as his present very good prospects, 
very good at least until you sniffed the free advertising lawyers cannot buy. This 
is precisely what ruined Jimmy in the past, with the Haneses and Foreman and th±4r 
primary obligation to Huie. This was condemned by the appeals court. 

You should also know that I will not now convey any of my work to you, directly or 
indirectly. I will use it as I see fit in my continuing efforts for Jimmy. I still 
do not believe he killed Dr. King. You have convinced me that you cannot defend him 
and do not intend his defense. With what you have just done, this also extends to 
civil suits . I am confident I can be quite helpful in them. Jimmy ha3 known this 
since not later than 1972. My work has produced much that can be valuable in the 
civil suits he has in mind. I believe he has been damaged and isttentitled to redress. 
What I do not believe is that this would be your primary concern. 

Do not misunderstand this or my motivation. It is not, for example, in puruit of mv 
own literary! rights or interests. I offered all this work to the committee before 
which you would make a spectacle of Jimmy. They refused it. It seems to me that 
the committee's refusal to ask for evidence from Jimmy's investigator and then its 
refusal to accept it when tt was offered ought to be more than enough to tell a com- 
petent lawyer that this committee offers no hope for Jimmy and is against his inter- 
ests. If you have the slightest notion of the committee's pub life statements, you had 
to know this. If you took your step without reading its report, that, too, is 
culpable. 

In the future I will be writing about this again. I would welcome any explanation 
or refutation you may care to provide. 

Sincerely, 



Harold Weis berg 



